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Robert M. Rippey, Ph.D.
The University of Connecticut '
> Health Center < v -~ ’
. - . Farmington, Connecticut 06032 e .

>

In the quest for the answer to the question, 'why is change in schools ™
& .
so difficult?”, I have become involved in a number 'of evaluations ranging in .

+

froa single classrooms through large segments of a very large school system.

Ian the evaluation of three large scale efforts at inter-institutional colla-

s
- -

beration among a university, a school system, and a community: 1) The.,Woodlawn

Zxperinental. Schools Pro}ect, 2) The University of Illinois Teacher Corps, and

’

- o . ! A .
©3) The Crane High School Satellite Pregram, I found each of the involved ¢ - 4
institutions stressed by the vicissitudes of change. One thing became clear
i . 2 -~ ., N . . B ' + N .

. ‘ : ! . - . . ' :
abQut each of thgse attempts to move an unwieldy inmsitution. The teachers
A N N . * N

werz usually called upon to change more than the students. -
Although traditiOnally'much effort is spent studying the consequences

. -~ .
of 'new programs on students, the traditional approach to evaluation often

spaends precious little ‘time studying what happens to the teacher and other

.y

13 ‘ >
personnel in the school. As a result, evaluations have often been made of
programs wﬂzch were in fact not implemented, or poQrly implemented at best.

Acknowledgment of the fact led the federal government to demand evaluation of
; /; ' .
the degree’ of/implementation-in Project Follow Through, and Charters (1973) to
1} ]

issue'a statement of coqfern over the possibilitly of evaluating ;non—evemts.?

- A

.Although concern for non-events i3 a welcqfie change for the evaluator

CJ} wia,. dfi thes past, has oftem been comtent to ﬁlod alouy coi{ecting his summative
:\ ;’/ 7 ’ ’ 4 . . * ¢
C;j* éfgéga while the ship was sinking, it is possible for the‘evaluator to do better..

L .. : ' \/
. . L]
C::> 6p a strictly objectives basis, using a spectrum of gpolé from behavioral

/';

’ scieaces, he can learn why teachers and schoels encounter such diffigulty when

Qo ‘ .
:EE[{!(: the demands of a new prpgram are articulated. Secondly, he can share this
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* information with project directors and staffs as a part of formative evaluation.

This idfofmatidn,_acknowledgeq and resfonded to can ultimately reduce the
frequency “of non—évenés:. ?
' There are maqf forces which ‘affect chgnge in schools. * Corwin §19%3Y
in his 'study of the Nafional Te;cher Corpslghggested the fo}%owing; 15 Power

.

Structures, 2) Resources, 3) Task Structures, 4) Status Characteristics of

Members, 5) Occupational Environment. And of these, perhaps.the most impor-

. tant. is number Pour: the effect of change on the status structure or system

.

*or-roles played out by students, parents, teachers, and adpinistrators and

the threats to these roles which change presents. These perturbations of

v

status structures are-a primary target of transactional evaluation.

’

’ « 4t 4
Autonomy and isolation are two primary)characteristic§ of the teachers

- . [ M

.
.

work éiCuatign. A teacher may value his/her autonomy highly. He may even be

»

willing to strike for it. Yet the autonomy can be tied to isolation. How-

ever, the teacher, as captain of his claSSroom,_isolateed spatially by his

four walls and stemporaly by his busy schedule, may still not be the master

. . . A
of his soul. For isolation, which is the price-he may have to pay for his .

. -

autdnomy, may shield him from the inputs he needs to plan well, and may wall

a

’ -,
in his outputs to ‘such an extent that he cannot' be influential in effecting
v .
.Change. Although autonomy may be prized for its own sake, the concommitent
L. . , . I-V R
isolation may lead to alienation and perhaps to a sense of powerlessness and

L N

despair. Thus the origin of such phrases as "They won't let us do it," 'No

\ (1) “
- one cares." Is there any way to reconcile an individual's needs to assert his

idemtity and aspirations with the sometimes implacable and contradictory

[
y . . v

expettations of his institutions? ;
4 N . o ) ‘
At different times in history, different answer$ to these questions

.

have been popular. In those places and times where hunger was common, human

life cheap, and despair universal, the answer was "no". Both man and

ERIC | 3 - D
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his institutions were“perceived as so weak and lmperfect that there was no
b1 ’ e ’ P . . M P
hope. This position is the essence of some of the eastern religions. A

second position assumed that institutions were adequate but people were not.

., N

v \
It was the task of the institution to make individuals conform. When.I was

in the Coast Guard, the rule was "shape up or ship put." A third position
held that the instjtution shéuld,adapt to individual demands and needs.

Rousseau popularized the third position. All of these three positions, N

+

though placed in the order of appeal; have serious defectg. The deficits of’
the first two positions are obvious and Hogan (1973) has eloquently laid to

rest the pretensions of the various schoels of individualism. - The fourth
position is the tranmsactional position. It considers both the individual

and the institutions powerful and necessary. An individual's ‘identity ig

»

related to the institutional role he plays. Nevertheless, instiiytions’must N
be tesponsive if they are to contribute to the quality of individual lives.
- - »

Individuals need to uUnderstand hgw institution make demands on them and
L

affect their lives ard their character. The individual, in turd, has res~

- .

ponsibility to make demands.on his systems; to engage in many transcations

with them in order to make certain neéds are met. But how can these trans-

actions between individual and institutions take place? 1In any group or

»
4 g -

institution resources need to be committee to maintaining negotiations

f

-

“across the, transactional gap between individual and institution, -

- —— e - -y - —

* »

_ A classical model‘of organizations attributed to Getzels and Guba

(1957) con;ists of an institutional dimension made up of a set of roles,

-
\

norms, and rewards and sanctions placed in opposition to an individual dimen-

sion—of-personality characteristics and needs.

- i ——
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MODIFIED GETZELS-GUBA MODEL OF AN INSTITUTION

Institutioral Rble.’" Norms and Expectations Rewards &f
, : . , and ectiv
. . j . . e[;e Y
Sanctiong Ss
Transactions ) ' . Satis-— —* Goals
P " / faction «*
) . . P B s .z c‘]
¢ _ggesct®

Individual Identity Personality Characteristics Need's
. L4 . // .

/

Such a model can show the relationship of trapsactional evaluation
. ./
to formative, summnative, and cost effectiveness evalgations. Summative evalu-
" /

*

3 . - s /
ations generally evaluate program effectiveness in .terms of goals. Cost
, O f '/_‘ * ’ N .

.
" -

effectiveness studies 'deal with a‘limited aspect/bf the efficiency dimension.

~ .

-
AR Lo - . : . C o
Trafisactional. evaluation is an elaboration oﬁ/;érmatlve evaluation which is
. P ] ) ) SR | . .
concerned with the satisfaction dimension and the other vertical lines between
) | R -
the institutienal dimension and the individual dimension. Perhaps satisfaction

1s a bad term to use since it has so many emotional connotations. Perhaps it

-

denies the beneficial constructive tensions and conflicts which characterize
. . +

-

vital institutions. That denial is not intended. Transactional evaluation
looks at institutional roles and asks, "What are the roles defined by the

institution?V "What is expected?" "What will happen to me if I don't conform?"
It giso asks, "Who are the people who are to fulfill these roles?" "What do

they need to develop commitment?" Finally, “What are the conflicts if any,

between the institutional and individual dimensions?" It also asks questions

, >

about how peoplé manage to, deal with the strains that arise due to proposed
. . ) ° ]
and implemented'ghanges.’ Are the normal formal and informal aspects of the

institution adequate to deal with the strains which change imposes, or are

’ . .

additional institutional or personnel change$ needed in order to maintain

* performance and progress tqyarq old and new goals?

#,

f . W
- The transactionally oriented evaluator could participate in the

'
3]

usual formative, summative and cost tasks, but he.would also ask additional
Q ‘ 'S .
.FRJC questiens about 1) Who is involved?, 2) What is expected of them?, 3) How
rorecrosieio enc) ’ 7

o
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ére tiey threatened by change?, 4) How cv they make compromises between
t7=ir needs and tle reward system?, 5) In what way, and how ddequately does

L . . -
l‘x -

*pe institution assess the' consequerces of chagne, not only on the system
.

clilents, but also en the members of the system? \
Organizations such as assembly lines .turning out a constant product

tor a stadble carxet require little by way of transactional activity. Roles

-~

are clear and people accept positions knowing what is expected from them and
- N N . .
« + ' +
what they can éxpect frod the job. On the other hand, where demands from
- P - P * . . .

¢ D2th outside and inside an instirution lead to changing roles and expecta~

‘ .
tions, transaction is at a premium.
UnfértuAately, these tréhsaétioﬁs do not t;ke place automatically.
Xztz & Rahn (1966) have identified 6rgaﬁizational sybsystem which facilitate
# :rznsactions. These subsystens occur to & greater or lesser degreedin different
crzanizations and ar; devoted to maintenance of the worE structure, obtaining

itstitutional support, mediating between employee needs and institutioned—

needs, and adaptation to the pressure of change. These institutional sub-

systems may or may not be prominent in schools. Often their.functions are

performed out of dire need, informally, in the teacher's lounge over the noon

.

hour. This idformal performdnce of crucial functions is adequate when the

‘

denands on a school are small. But when the heat is on, love is not enough.

Without either the time or the expertise, schools subjected to intense demands

for change cf{ten defend thems¢lves by becoming more rigid, by isolating them=
. [ ]

selves, by denying the existlence of problems, by rejecting the invading demand

or idea for change or some imes, by simply falling/apart. In order to avoid

, , . .
—

overreaction to change, it is necessary to build a climate for change. A
favorable climate for change is nurtured by starting change on a spall scale,

on an experimental basifs. In addition to' this, it is necessary thdt the

Qo * functions of maintenagce and adaptation be performed adequately. Transac-

6

E

armmmrm tional evaluation becomes a necessary ingredient.

.
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,

The need for transactional eval.ation in times ¢f institutional

stress has been exemplified recently in a study of the' human' impact of the ]

Mznagua earthquake. (Kates, Hass, Amaral, Olson, Ramos, ind Olson, 1973).
7 . .
ol I3
Although it is unlikely.to find a school in as dire stress as a city'recently
¥ < .

leveled by an earthquake, thg—énéiogue is not unreasonable. Under the extreme’

1

stress.of the earthquake the normal human reactions to stress were amplified.

Kates reports that the very first activity after the earthquake occurred was
a kind of evaluation: "Initial assessment of physical ‘AND human effects:

’

through direct observationT~éontacting_others, seeking to contact others, .

seering to discover what has happened, who is hurt, and who is safe" (Kates,

et al, 1973). The second activity involved immediate efforts to ensure indi-

’

vidual survival. The third activity reported again involved a kind of evalua-

tion - at least information gathering - efforts to search for the trapped and

injured. ‘Once information was gathered, efforts were -made to establish com-

aunications and the¢ stimulate the flow of information. Although I have cited

1

’ .
an extreme case, this response to an earthquake begins to look like what I
. t

refer to as "transactional evaluation." For the fundamental untrained reeponse

to the earthquake was an immediate assessment of the gap between individual

needs and'institutional capabilitiéE—Z;& demands, followed by the stimu}atioﬁ

. .Elaporation of basic concepts and case studies may be found in
. \
Studies in Transactional Evaluation, (Rippey, 1973). In brief, transactional

4 -

evaluation attempts to uncover the apprehensions of persons involved in insti-

tutional change, whether the change be an earthquake or a computer terminal

in a classroom. Its techniques can be used at all levels from the classroom

——

teacher to the top administrator. It involves institutional introspection.

Yhenever someone asks, "How is this change affecting the feelings of the
L4

people either in or involved with this school," he is interested in trans-

actional evaluation. . '7

{
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Transactjonal evaluation is & ccotinuous process which takes place
iz four phases. 1) Idéntificdtion of transactional issues, 2) Consensus
testing and priority setting, 3) Fact finding, 4) Decision making and action.

A

The cycle may then be repeated at regular intervals. .

Icensification of Transactional Issues

(8]

.

The first step of the cycle consists of exploring the concerns of

persons involved by the change. It is important to sample a variety of share-

X4
1}

rolders. Parents, teachers, and students, are a necessary but not-always

B

suificient set of interest groups whose roles and ,needs should be explored.

' Szzpling of these concerns may be carried out by means of what I refer to as
) . ¥
1
.- & transactional questionnaire.
* &
Pernaps the most important chdracteristic of a transactional ques-
- -
tlonnaire is that the items are 'solicited from as many persons representing
. <

ezch identified interest group as is feasible. These statements are then

.
. ’ -

-tilized with a pinimum of editing, and selection. Of .course redundant items

A .

a zre screened out and occasional rewording may be necessary. But in general,

the statements should be kept as.close to the original wording as possible.

You might ask, "Should ambiguous statements be included?" I know fof no

N .

a

theoretical answer to this question but in practice an ambiguous statement

oay precisely represent the state of mind of a particular group and therefore
2ight be eminently suitable for identifying that issue.
[4

It should, be clear then that such instruments can only be developed,

for reasonably sized groups lest, the instrument itself become unwieldly.

0
»

O ‘ . ‘ '
ERIC , :
o , . . '
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. > FIGURE |
. ‘ Transactional Evaluction Instrument

A -strong agreenient;a - agreement; d - disagreement; D < soong disagreement

- )

Role: ‘ '

o

Statements - *Roles Rcspo;xscs

' A a d D )
#1 . P/C ] , "
Stu \ . . ’
= ’ . .Sch
Univ
# CLeiC [ ‘
] Stu \ ‘ .
) Sch >
\ Univ .
#3 P/C
Stu .
Sch
Univ

- - -

~y
-

*Roles: P/C = Parents andfor Community; Stu = Stud;nts; Sch = School
. L4 Teachers and Administrators; Univ = University Personnel.

. )

. ]

~ Items of high quality can be stimulated by g few good initial probes, or

even by some role playing on critical issues prior to the solicitation of

'

items. Items may also be contributed to the questiqnnaire by the evaluator

-

in case no one mentions the usual concerns such as: "I'm not certain I will

.be able to do a good job in my new role" or "I wonder how the parents will

react to the new program?” ) ' ‘ H

: g.

ERIC '
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Concensus Testing and'Priority Setting -

’ R ’

Once the items have been assembled into a questionnaire, it is

adninistered to the persons who contributed the items. The results are

suznarized and the meaning of the items, the .implications of the new infor-
cation, andthe appropriate consequences are discussed. In some instances the
. . ( N

picture is clear and in other cases further information is necessary. When
new information is needed, this suggests the development of an evaluation
¢ ’ [y

comittee which will utilize/a wide range or research and evaluation'Eechniques

. . 3 .o ' . 3 . 3 . 3 . 3 .
to answer the crucial quéstions raised in the initial .issue identifilation.

=
-~

further Inforpation Gathering . o

An evaluation committee may be crucial part of the transactional
¥

evaluation process. AlthOugh‘eveEy educational eyéluéci&n will probably have

- P .

a formative and summative avaluation plan outlined prior to implementation or

- . . (f

funding, the transactional evaluation plard must grow along with the program.

The evaluation committee, made up of both protagonists and reasonable,anté—

gonists will bd rqspohsible for planning.and implementing or having imple-

mented, the design which will be governed by the primary concerns of each

. )
interest group. In the performance of this task, the evaluation c$mmittee

‘will employ a wide range of research and eGaluaFioh skills. It may attack

f

. . . e e N Y. g .
a 'variety of questions not commonly encountered in a more conventional evalu-

~
v

ation. Fot example, in the Crane High School ‘program, some of the questionsi
explored were:, 1) Would parents of more able students really send their.-children
" to Crane if z more demanding academic program should.be offered? 2) Would the

« 3 -

board of education be willing to make certain modifications in their design for,

- .

womay 4

femodeling the building in, order to accommodate proposed ehanges and 3) In view
of recent moves in opposition to testing, how would the community react to an

’

increased emphasis on teéting within the high school?
Q ’ i0 - T~
ERIC ' ‘ p
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Decision Making and Action . .
3 * 5
Once full information is available and priofities are set through

.

Al
group discudsion, adjustments to the program plan can be made. This adjust-

- ment then leads to another recycling through the process. 1In a stud¥ of the

impact of computer terminals in the classroom, Compton (1975f and Compton et.
(1975) found the following procedure useful and inﬁgzyative. "In preparing
a nev instrument, they asked the participants to review.the old items and

classify them as to whether they continue to be issues. If 10% or more

——

considered that an item was still an issue it was placed  on the new instru-

ment. If not, the item was classified as resolved. Participants were also

asked to submit new items which were tBen incorporated into the questionnaire.

He thus obtains a profile over time of the onset, development, and resolution
- )

of crucial issues. This profile can then be associatgd with the chronology

Pkl

- t

of the progran.

Psychometric Issues

Up to this point little has been said about the psychomgtric issues

of reliability, validity, anﬁ generalizability. The relevance of these issues

-

depends on the~phase of the evaluac&on.

The transactional instrument itself perhaps requires anti-reliability

and anti-generalizability. Since the purpose of.the instrument is to explore

1

al.

b

everyone's concerns, not just concensus, the instrument will exploit rather than

be impeded by a large amount of subject—ite@ interaction. Furthermore, if the °

instrument is ‘comprehensive it will probably lack any semblance of item homogen-

eity., Such chagacteristics do not,usually contribute to high reliability coef-

ficients. However, high reliabilisy coefficients are of no value at this point

of eiploration and identification of issues.

S o1




»

(TN

Nor does generalizability seem to be a particulary useful charac-

teristic for~the first stage of transactional evaluation since transactional
~ .

evaluations aim is specificity. The transactional instrument is prepared

~ 5

for a particular group of people,.here, and now. The same set of items will

- ’

probably never be repeated for a different group in a different setting, nor

should it. .

On the other hand, validity is always imporfant. At least, the

. . . ad

zeaning of responses must be clear.. This is done through the discussions

in phase two, and through the further information gatheriné of phase three

waich will confirm and elaborage upon the meaning of the initial responses.

-

at this point the entire range of psychometric skills should be employed.

L 4

Sutmary ’ ’

“

: " Because discrepancies between individual needs and institutional

[
H

roles are so often neglected in planning education§l change, attention to this

cdirmension may prove worthwhile. Evaluators whohave ommitted the evaluation

of the effects of educational innovation on the total system~-~not just tQF

[y

students--may fnnd it productive to assume this additional responsibility.
Further research on transactional ‘eva¥dation should test the hypothesis
R4 Y »
v . . N ‘—/ - . . . 3 (3 '
that greater productivity may be realized if institutions undergoing change

attend to and respond to the real and the projected anxieties of aly those

-

respon;ible for and affected by the change. For implementors may unéergo

A I
greater changes than clients. Those involved in effecting change may -
, . \

. therefore need more assurance that thﬁy can be competent in their new\roles,
»
L

and that their needs will be identified and responded %o. Such ident fication

~

and supportive response is a key to establishing a climate where change can

.
I3

be productive and "non-events' will be at a minimum (Charters, 1973). |A

L 1z
T

e
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 pon-event, accﬁfﬁlng the Charters is, bisiness- as—usua1 teaching under the
. . -

tloa& of a project title or number

.

Transact101al evaluation can help idemtify
. . ”
"heeds whlqh are of ten felt but seldom admittéd because of their 1mp11cat10n ;‘

* w2 ‘ - .
of'gersonal weakness. ) . )
. . N ', - * ~
. ‘e (2 . . . . -
. N . - , . 4 - .
' _The responsible internal. evalugtor will see to it “that the project
-y . !

e -

he,is evaluating daes not fail for lack of insight into the impediments to
I : . R . i . -

impleméntagiod which he is in a ‘unique position to explore.

.

-~ o~

Ad evaluation

4 .

A \;presents an iﬁcomplete picture out of context 'if it does not explore and

descflbe the perturbatlons of the system undergping change.

Having access
»

,

" to 3uch 1nforpatlon the evaluator is A%gligent if Re does not feed it back.

- ~ 3 £

IE no one looks at the 1mped1ments it is (likely ‘that teachers w111 begin _to

A ] B .
M y e ’ P

spend more, aid, more time constructing non-events which glve the illusion of

- -

progress.~ This wheel spinning may be functlonal ‘to them in preserving the

aspects of tbe1?~30bs with whlch they feel EOSt co ortabﬂe. Thus non-eventé
> Y
L may subvert program des1gn while preserving the st§tus quo underean illusory
. 4

-’

cover*of superf1c1al change. How many 1nnovatlons

»

\"It was, ‘a good~;§eg, bgé%?o one really d1d 1?2 did 1e?") R
./‘b" * - * -

serve. the epitaph

- C o
L
.
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